INTRODUCTION
The protection and health of aquatic ecosystems has received increasing attention during the last two decades. Public concern and activism during the 1960's and 1970's led to congressional mandates such as the National En- (Chambers and others 1983) were generated by region for both trout density and biomass. Additionally, we were unable to ascertain the contribution of juvenile fishes to density measures.
To explore the relationship between trout density and biomass, all data were analyzed both regionally and by pooling all paired data points. After reviewing several scatter plots, least squares linear regression was used with trout density as the independent variable and trout biomass as the dependent variable. Generally, density was not a significant factor in describing regional biomass trends (table 12) . In three regions, the Gila Mountain (r= 0.59), Sierra Nevada (r^= 0.28), and Columbia (r^= 0.17), density of trout contributed at least some information for explaining the variation in trout biomass. In the remaining regions, we concluded that trout density was not a significant factor in explaining trout biomass because the slope of the regression was not significantly different from zero at the 0.05 percent level. (x) .28
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Gila Mountain y = 1.09 + 20.25 (x) .59 .01* All y = 4.63 -H 3.01 (X) . To assist biologists in planning and managing of fishery resources, we developed a series of biomass curves for each ecoregion (figs. 4-9) 
DISCUSSION
The data sets showed that significant interregional differences existed between the density and biomass of trout in the Western United States. Although it is difficult to speculate why these differences occurred without accompanying habitat and environmental data, several explanations are plausible. On the macro level, interregional differences between the biomass and density of trout populations are probably best explained by large shifts in patterns of general environmental conditions. Platts (1982) found that in the South Fork Salmon River, ID, geology.
climate, and hydraulics interacted to influence fish population. Such reasoning reflects the current effort to build physical environment-fish population classification models (Frissel and others 1986; Lotspeich and Platts 1979 (1972) determined that the most important abiotic factors controlling survival in fluvial fish habitats are water temperature, water velocity, escape cover, and discharge regime. Lewis (1969) and Rinne (1982) between trout populations and depth (Stewart 1970) , invertebrate biomass (Murphy 1979) , and large organic debris (Sedell and others 1982 Trout density was generally not a significant factor in explaining regional biomass trends. These results were not particularly surprising because in most regions we had no idea of the contribution of juvenile age classes to the population estimates. Although juvenile fishes typically contribute only about 10 percent of the biomass by weight, their contribution to density measurements is usually far greater (Allen 1951 
